Stanley Hilton is also an author having written four books, including an unauthorized 
biography, 151 Bob Dole, American Political Phoenix (1 988); Senator for Sale (1 995), another 
biography which purports to reflect Hilton's deep animus towards Dole, 161 Glass Houses (1998), about 
congressional sex scandals; and To Pay or Not to Pay (2003). 

Hilton is a resident of Hillsborough, California, and in 2009 he sued San Francisco International 
Airport, 62 foreign and domestic airlines, the Town of Hillsborough, and San Francisco and San 
Mateo Counties for jet noise and air pollution and public nuisance caused by reverse jet engine 
propulsion on takeoff from the Northeast runway at San Francisco International Airport. In 1995 he 
ran for Hillsborough school board. 

Hilton has sued major banks for "predatory and fraudulent mortgage lending practices", accusing 
them of systematically bypassing and violating state and federal laws and being unable to prove 
assignment of loans. He has called for a complete collapse of the foreclosure "racket scam banking 
business" and called for its replacement by a new system of "Honest People's Banks." 

Suspected insider trading 

Just before 9/1 1 there was an "extraordinary" amount of put options placed on United 

Airlines and American Airlines stocks. Authorities believed, and some conspiracy theorists continue 

to maintain, that trading insiders may have known in advance of the coming events of 9/1 1 and 

placed their bets accordingly. An analysis into the possibility of insider trading on 9/1 1 concludes 

that: 

A measure of abnormal long put volume was also examined and seen to be at abnormally high 
levels in the days leading up to the attacks. Consequently, the paper concludes that there is 
evidence of unusual option market activity in the days leading up to September 1 1 that is consistent 
with investors trading on advance knowledge of the attacks.™ — Allen M. Poteshman, The Journal of 
Business 

On the days leading up to 9/1 1 , two airlines saw a rise in their put to call ratio. These two airlines 
were United Airlines and American Airlines, the two airlines whose planes were hijacked on 9/1 1 . 
Between September 6 and 7, the Chicago Board Options Exchange saw purchases of 4,744 "put" 
option contracts in UAL versus 396 call options. On September 10, more trading in Chicago saw the 
purchase of 4,516 put options in American Airlines, the other airline involved in the hijackings. This 
compares with a mere 748 call options in American purchased that day. No other airline companies 
saw anomalies in their put to call ratio in the days leading up to the attacks. 1711 American Airlines 
however, had just released a major warning about possible losses. m 

Insurance companies saw anomalous trading activities as well. Citigroup Inc. , which has estimated 
that its Travelers Insurance unit may pay $500 million in claims from the World Trade Center attack, 
had about 45 times the normal volume during three trading days before the attack for options that 



profit if the stock falls below $40. Citigroup shares fell $1 .25 in late trading to $38.09. Morgan 
Stanley , which occupied 22 floors at the World Trade Center, experienced bigger-than-normal pre- 
attack trading of options that profit when stock prices fall. Other companies that were directly 
affected by the tragedy had similar jumps. m 

Raytheon , a defense contractor, had an anomalously high number of call options trading on 
September 10. A Raytheon option that makes money if shares are more than $25 each had 232 
options contracts traded on the day before the attacks, almost six times the total number of trades 
that had occurred before that day.' ctefonneedaf| 

The initial options were bought through at least two brokerage firms , including NFS , a subsidiary 
of Fidelity Investments , and TP Waterhouse . It was estimated that the trader or traders would have 
realized a five million dollar profit. The Securities and Exchange Commission launched an insider 
trading investigation in which Osama bin Laden was a suspect after receiving information from at 
least one Wall Street F\rm. m 

http://en.wikipedia.Org/wiki/9/11 conspiracy theories 

http://en.wikipedia.Org/wiki/U.S. military response during the September 11 attacks 

https://www.indymedia.nl/en/2006/04/35339.shtml 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4BlVSinudhU 

Bet cha that is why MCI mobile communications unit was ever ready and present ( see recent 
2001 history on MCI/WORLDCOM) 

https://web.archive.Org/web/20050207005404/http://www.nesara.us/doverpts04/September 19 2 
004.htm 
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Stanley G. Hilton, Bar No. 65990 
Law Offices of Stanley G. Hilton 
580 California Street, Suite 500 
San Francisco, California 94104 
Tel: (415) 439-4893 

Attorney for Plaintiffs 

U.S. District Court Northern District of California 
Case No. C 02 2493 

Complaint for Damages and Injunction and Declaratory Relief 
Jury Trial Demanded 
Class Action 

People of the United States of America, Plaintiffs, 
vs. 

George W. Bush, President of US; Dick Cheney, Vice President of US: Condoleeza 
Rice, NSC-National Security Adviser to Bush; Donald Rumsfeld, US Secretary of 
Transportation; John Ashcroft, US Attorney General; Robert Mueller, FBI Director; 
Norman Mineta, Secretary of US Dept. of Transportation; Federal Government of 
United States of America. 



Introductory Allegations 

1. Plaintiffs are all citizens of the US, who have been harmed by defendants' actions. 
THIS IS A CLASS ACTION, PLAINTIFFS ARE A CLASS OF CITIZENS 



2. Defendants are federal officials who have offices in San Francisco, CA 

3. Plaintiffs demand a jury triial. 

4. JURISDICTION over is conferred by federal statues 29 U.S.C. sec. 1331, and 
directly under the US Constitution. This court has jurisdiction to hear them. 

5. Venue is proper here because, inter alia, one of the hijacked aircraft that crashed on 
Sept. 11, 2001 was destined to land in San Francisco, CA and crashed in 
Pennsylvania, due to the actions and malfeasance of defendants, and because 
defendants' actions have affected plaintiffs who live in Northern California, the 
jurisdiction of this court. Defendants all have offices here also. Said jet was designed 
for San Francisco, which is the venue of this court, and since plaintiffs residing inSan 
Francisco Bay Are were aboard that flight and had relatives on it, this venue is proper 
and this court can assert jurisdiction over defendants for this actions here. In addition, 
defendant MUELLER had an office in San Francisco, CA as US Attorney here 
through on or about June 2001 and operated here then. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION: ARISING DIRECTLY UNDER THE U.S. 
CONSTITUTION FOR VIOLATION OF PLAINTIFFS' CONSTITUTIONAL 
RIGHTS 

6. Plaintiffs reallege and incororate by reference here pargraphs 1 through 5 inclusive. 

7. This cause of action is brought directly under the US Constitution, as a Bivens type 
of action for violation of plaintiffs' constitutional rights. 

8. From on or about May 23, 2001 continuously to the present date, defendants and 
each of them negligently failed to carry out their constitutional duties and engaged in 
a wanton willful and reckless disregard for the safety, rights and interests of plaintiff, 
by willfully and intentionally failing to act upon intelligence information they had 
received betweeen May 23, 2001 and Sept. 11, 2001, and the present edate, 
specifically an FBI memorandum dated August 6, 2001 (on that date defendant Bush 
received a memo from FBI and other memos and briefings which clearly informed 
him of the threat and intent to skyjak jets), pleas from an FBI agent in Phoenix, in 
July-August 2 a July 10, 2001 memo from the FBI i Phoenix to FBI Headquaerters, 
other information which clearly pointed to the fact that numerous Middle Eastern 
persons and "students" were enrolled in flight schools in Florida and elsewhere in the 
US and were suspiciously training to fly "heavy" commercial jets which could be used 
by skyjacking and slying the planes into buildings. Defendants also know that said 



Middle Eastern students ("MES") were in this country illegally, in violation of INS 
visa and immigration rules, and in fact they were allowed to stay in this country and 
were not monitored or expelled or placed under surveillance, when they should have 
been, violated their oath of office and breached their duties to plaintiffs, and breached 
their constitutional duties to protect plaintiffs from such threats and facts of 
skyjacking and destruction of lie, limb and property. This action, therefore, is brought 
directly under the US Constitution as a Bivens type action. Defendants had adequate 
knowledge of threats and dangers and deliberatly chose to "ignore" these threats, in 
order to deliberately allow he skyjackers to skyjack the planes on Sept. 11, 2001, and 
to fly them into the World Trade Center in NYC and the Pentagon. The FBI was 
informed by flight schools of the skyjackers' mass enrollment in flight schools, and 
the purpose of defendants in allowing the 9/11 bombings to occur was to boost the 
popularity of defendant Bush in plitical polls, and to serve as a pretext for declaring a 
dubious and worthless "wqr on terrorism" which defendants then used to manipulate 
the Congress into passing numerous restrictive laws. All this action was designed for 
defendant personal politicalgoals and was counter to the interests of plaintiffs. The 
fact that defendants then offered a financial award to families of victims who had been 
killed in the 9/1 1 attacks, clearly shows their guilt and responibility for the attacks. 
The 9/11 attack could and should have been prevented by defendants. Defendant Bush 
specifically violated his constitional oath to "preseve, protect and defend this country 
and plaintiffs and the Constitution from attack by foreign agents and entities. 
Plaintiffs maintain that by allowing the 9/11 attacks to occur,despite their knowledge 
and foreknowledge of this attack plans, the defendants acted in a manner just as 
culpable and liable and guilty as the skyjackers who actually seized control of the 9/11 
jets. In addition, plaintiffs are informed and believe that defendants manipulated and 
used the CYCLONE ground-remote control technology available to them to directly 
facilitte the direction and vectors of the jets' flight paths on 9/1 1/01, and to crash said 
jets into the World Trade Center and Pentagon, solely to gain political power and 
tighten their grip on the machinery of goverment, restrict plaintiffs' righs and damage 
plaintiffs' financial, emotional and physical well-being. Plaintiffs have standing to 
bring this lawsuit as US taxpayers and citizens, they have a real controversy and 
damages. 

9. Plaints are informed ad believe and allege, that defendants had in their possession 
on 9/1 1/01 the technical means and computer programs necessary to enable them to 
disable the pilot conrols of the planes (by remote control) that crashed into buildings 
on 9/1 1/01 (this technical means is hereby designated CYCLONE. The CYCLONE 
program was in place and defendants acted negligently and in violation of plaintiff 
constitutional rights by failing toemploy it to disable the skyjackers' controls of their 
planes, and to substitute instead a "remote control" of the aircraft from a nearby plane, 
military base and/or conrol tower and airline office. The CYCLONe program was in 



place and defendants knew he three jetliners had strayed from their directed path 
(flight path from Boston to Los Angeles and from Neward to San Francisco and from 
Boston to te Penagon), and defendants had over an hour of warningtime to use 
CYCLONE to take over control of the jets and land them harmlessly, but they 
inexcusably failed to do so. Defendants then set up an illegal "shadow government," 
under he direction of defendants Bush and Cheney, in secret and without even briefing 
theCongress, and setthis shawdow goverment up with the intent to deprive plaintiffs 
of their constitutional rights, as the shadow goverment would be made up of persons 
and entities possession unconstitutional and dictatorial power, pursuant to the 
contrived and manufactured pseudo "crisis" which defendants planned to 
manufacture. On or about 9/1 1/01, defendants also vioated teir constitutional duties by 
willfully escorting, providing transportation means for, and permittingmembers of 
Osama bin Laden's family to jet across the US and fly out of the country, even while 
defendants claimed publicly that bin Laden was rewsponsible for the 9/1 1 terrorist jet 
attacks. In so doing, defendant Bush acted in sch a manner as to place his own 
family's financial ties to the bin Laden family and Saui oil interets, above the interests 
of plaintiffs, as Bush and his father in particular have had many financial and personal 
ties to the bin Laden family and other Saudi oil interests which were responsible, 
allegedly, for the 9/1 1 terror attacks against plaintiffs and their interests. Defendants 
then so negligently and draudultly ran a military campaign in afghanistan, and 
particularly in the area of tora bora, Afghanistan, in or about December 2001, that 
they deliberately and intentionally and/or negligently allowed bin Laden to escape 
Afghanistan and go into hiding. Defendants then falsely claimed they did not need to 
capture him, even after forcing military personnel to engage in a dubious "war" for the 
alleged original purpose of capturing bin Laden and Al Quada. Defendants Rumsfeld, 
Cheney and Bush intentionally let bin Laden and Al Quaeda forces escape, in order to 
further damage plaintiffs and create more terror attacks and to whip up hysterical fears 
among plaintiffs, so that defendants could tighten their grip on the US political and 
military and government apparatus, all in gross violation of the constitution and 
plaintiffs' constitutional rights. 



FAIR USE NOTICE: This site contains copyrighted material the use of which has not 
always been specifically authorized by the copyright owner. We are making such 
material available in our efforts to advance understanding of criminal justice, political, 
human rights, economic, democracy, scientific, and social justice issues, etc. We 
believe this constitutes a 'fair use' of any such copyrighted material as provided for in 
section 107 of the US Copyright Law. In accordance with Title 17 U.S.C. Section 



107, the material on this site is distributed without profit to those who have expressed 
a prior interest in receiving the included information for research and educational 
purposes. For more information go to: 

http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/17/107.shtml. If you wish to use copyrighted 
material from this site for purposes of your own that go beyond 'fair use', you must 
obtain permission from the copyright owner. 
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Transcript: Alex Jones Interviews Stanley Hilton 
The MP3 of this interview is available at 
http://www.prisonplanet.tv/audio/091204hilton.htm 

AJ: He is back with us. He is former Bob Dole's chief of staff, very 
successful counselor, lawyer. He represents hundreds of the victims 
families of 9/1 1 . He is suing Bush for involvement in 9/1 1 . Now a major 
Zogby poll out - half of New Yorkers think the government was involved in 
9/1 1 . And joining us for the next 35 minutes, into the next hour, is 
Stanley Hilton. Stanley, it's great to have you on with us. 
SH: Glad to be on. 

AJ: We'll have to recap this when we start the next hour, but just in a 
nutshell, you have a lawsuit going, you've deposed a lot of military 
officers. You know the truth of 9/1 1 . Just in a nutshell, what is your 
case alleging? 

SH: Our case is alleging that Bush and his puppets Rice and Cheney and 
Mueller and Rumsfeld and so forth, Tenet, were all involved not only in 
aiding and abetting and allowing 9/1 1 to happen but in actually ordering 
it to happen. Bush personally ordered it to happen. We have some very 
incriminating documents as well as eye-witnesses, that Bush personally 
ordered this event to happen in order to gain political advantage, to 
pursue a bogus political agenda on behalf of the neocons and their deluded 
thinking in the Middle East. I also wanted to point out that, just 
quickly, I went to school with some of these neocons. At the University of 
Chicago, in the late 60s with Wolfowitz and Feith and several of the 
others and so I know these people personally. And we used to talk about 
this stuff all of the time. And I did my senior thesis on this very 
subject - how to turn the U.S. into a presidential dictatorship by 
manufacturing a bogus Pearl Harbor event. So, technically this has been in 
the planning at least 35 years. 

AJ: That's right. They were all Straussian followers of a Nazi-like 
professor. And now they are setting it up here in America. Stanley, I know 
you deposed a lot of people and you've got your $7 million dollar lawsuit 
with hundreds of the victim's families involved.... 
SH: 7 billion, 7 billion 

AJ: Yeah, 7 billion. Can you go over some of the new and incriminating 
evidence you've got of them ordering the attack? 
SH: Yes, let me just say that this is a taxpayers' class action lawsuit as 
well as a suit on behalf of the families and the basic three arguments are 
they violated the Constitution by ordering this event. And secondly that 
they [garbled] fraudulent Federal Claims Act, Title 31 of the U.S. Code in 
which Bush presented false and fraudulent evidence to Congress to get the 



Iraq war authorization. And, of course, he related it to 9/1 1 and claimed 

that Saddam was involved with that, and all these lies. 

AJ: Tell you what, stay there. Stanley, we've got to break. Let's come 

back and get into the evidence. 

BREAK 

AJ: Alright my friends, second hour, September 1 0th, 2004, the anniversary 
of the globalist attack coming up tomorrow. It's an amazing individual we 
have on the line. Bob Dole's former chief of staff, political scientist, a 
lawyer, he went to school with Rumsfeld and others, he wrote his thesis 
about how to turn America into a dictatorship using a fake Pearl Harbor 
attack. He's suing the U.S. government for carrying out 9/1 1 . He has 
hundreds of the victims' families signing onto it - it's a $7 billion 
lawsuit. And he is Stanley Hilton. I know that a lot of stations just 
joined us in Los Angeles and Rhode Island and Missouri and Florida and all 
over. Please sir, recap what you were just stating and then let's get into 
the new evidence. And then we'll get into why you are being harassed by 
the FBI, as other FBI people are being harassed who have been blowing the 
whistle on this. So, this is really getting serious. Stanley, tell us all 
about it. 

SH: Yeah, we are suing Bush, Condoleeza Rice, Cheney, Rumsfeld, Mueller, 
etc. for complicity in personally not only allowing 9/1 1 to happen but in 
ordering it. The hijackers we retained and we had a witness who is married 
to one of them. The hijackers were U.S. undercover agents. They were 
double agents, paid by the FBI and the CIA to spy on Arab groups in this 
country. They were controlled. Their landlord was an FBI informant in San 
Diego and other places. And this was a direct, covert operation ordered, 
personally ordered by George W. Bush. Personally ordered. We have 
incriminating evidence, documents as well as witnesses, to this effect. 
It's not just incompetence - in spite of the fact that he is incompetent. 
The fact is he personally ordered this, knew about it. He, at one point, 
there were rehearsals of this. The reason why he appeared to be 
uninterested and nonchalant on September 1 1th - when those videos showed 
that Andrew Card whispered in his ear the [garbled] words about this he 
listened to kids reading the pet goat story, is that he thought this was 
another rehearsal. These people had dress rehearsed this many times. He 
had seen simulated videos of this. In fact, he even made a Freudian slip a 
few months later at a California press conference when he said he had, 
quote, "seen on television the first plane attack the first tower." And 
that could not be possible because there was no video. What it was was the 
simulated video that he had gone over. So this was a personally government 
ordered thing. 

We are suing them under the Constitution for violating American's rights, 
as well as under the federal Fraudulent Claims Act, for presenting a 
fraudulent claim to Congress to justify the bogus Iraq boondoggle war, for 
political gains. And also, under the RICO statute, under the Racketeering 
Corrupt Organization Act, for being a corrupt entity. 
And I've been harassed personally by the chief judge of the federal court 
who is instructing me personally to drop this suit, threatened to kick me 
off the court, after 30-years on the court. I've been harassed by the FBI. 
My staff has been harassed and threatened. My office has been broken into 
and this is the kind of government we are dealing with. 
AJ: Absolutely and now it has come out - five separate drills of flying 
hijacked jets into buildings that morning - which you told us about before 
it even broke in the Associated Press. They were trying to get out ahead 
of you. You talked about how you interviewed military people who were told 
it was a drill that morning. Then to get out ahead of that, the news 



finally reported on it. Now, we've learned that all these operations - I 
want to get into that, I want to talk about the new incriminating evidence 
of ordering it and how they had drilled on this, how Cheney was in the 
bunker controlling this. That has even come out in the mainstream news but 
they won't release the details of that, Stanley. But what type of FBI 
harassment are you going through? 

SH: First of all, my office was burglarized in San Francisco several 
months ago. Files were gone through and some files were seized - 
particularly the ones dealing with the lady that was married to one of the 
hijackers. Fortunately, I had spare copies in a hidden place so nothing 
disappeared permanently. But more significantly, FBI agents have been 
harassing one of my staff members and threatening them with vague but 
frightening threats of indicting them. And it's just total harassment. 
They have planted a spy, an undercover agent, in my organization, as we 
just recently discovered. In other words, these are Nazi Germany tactics. 
This is the kind of government you have in this country. This is what Bush 
is all about. 

AJ: Stay there Stanley, Bob Dole's former chief of staff. We'll come back 

after this quick break. Please stay with us. 

BREAK 

AJ: Alright, eight minutes, 25 seconds into the second hour. Stanley 
Hilton, political scientist, lawyer, Bob Dole's former chief of staff, is 
suing the government for 7 billion dollars for carrying out 9/1 1 and for 
racketeering. And he joins us now. During the break, I first really did 
the big interview with Stanley Hilton after I saw him attacked on Fox 
News. And that interview got massive attention. And then he kind of went 
underground for a while because a judge, we're going to talk about that, 
ordered him to not do any more interviews. And now he's back doing 
interviews. He's had his office broken into, FBI threats and harassment. 
Bottom line, he has deposed military individuals, wives of hijackers, you 
name it, it was a government operation. It has even come out in mainstream 
news, a piece here, a piece there. They had drills on 9/1 1 , that's why 
NORAD stood down. Cheney was in control of the whole thing. Stanley Hilton 
has now gotten documents about how Bush ordered the whole operation. And 
I'll tell you right now, his life is in danger, folks. And he's got so 
much courage. He went to school with these neocons at the University of 
Chicago. He wrote his thesis on how the government could use terrorist 
attacks to set up martial law. He is the man for the time and folks 
wondered why he disappeared for a while and just did his lawsuit and 
wasn't doing interviews, it was because he was ordered to. 
Stanley, can you get into that for us? 

SH: I did an interview with you, Alex, back in March of 2003, about a year 
and a half ago, and literally two weeks after that, I was contacted by the 
emissary of the chief judge of the federal court where I have the lawsuit. 
And I was warned not to publicize it but to keep it quiet and threatened 
with discipline. And it remained quiet until a couple of months ago and 
then I got on the air on some programs and some publicity and... July 1st, I 
was threatened directly by the chief judge here, threatened with court 
discipline. This particular judge has been circulating communiques to the 
other federal judges seeking anything negative she can get against me to 
try and discipline me after I've been on the court here for 30-years with 
no disciplinary problems at all. This is suddenly happening. And her 
assistants who are on the committee of the court met with me on July 1st 
in Palo Alto, California, and threatened me directly. They handed me a 
copy of the lawsuit and said that the judge wants me to dismiss this. 
What's this? She doesn't like the content of it. This is politically 



incorrect. This is outside the norm. I said I represented more than 400 
plaintiffs, how am I going to dismiss this case? And they threatened me 
directly and they said, "the next time you'll be disciplined." And also 
they've threatened me not to go public, etc. And this is just 
outrageous.... 

AJ: It's all color of law. No direct orders, just all in your face. 
SH: They sent a letter out, and of course they deny it's because of the 
political content of the suit but they told me directly on the phone that 
it is because of this suit and this judge is very, very angry, apparently 
has been in contact with Ashcroft's Justice Department. I got a call from 
Ashcroft's Justice Department a few months ago about this, demanding that 
I drop the suit, threatening sanctions and all kinds of things. I refused 
to drop it. 

AJ: Now let's go back over, you had them break into your office, 
harassment. Let's go over that in detail. 

SH: My office was broken into about 6 months ago. The file cabinets - it 
was obvious they had been rifled through. Files were stolen. Files dealing 
with this particular case and particularly with the documents I had 
regarding the fact that the - some of these hijackers, at least some of 
them were on the payroll of the U.S. government as undercover FBI, CIA, 
double agents. They are spying on Arab groups in the U.S. And, in effect, 
all this lead up to the effect that al Qaeda is a creation of the George 
Bush administration, basically. That's the entity that he called al 
Qaeda. is directly linked to George Bush. And all this stuff was stolen. 
Fortunately, I had copies. But this was just part of the harassment. The 
FBI has also been harassing some of my assistants and has planted a spy in 
our midst. And it is just outrageous that these Nazi tactics are being 
used - and the obstruction of justice, these people are criminals. And 
that's what's happening under the tremendous pressure here to just drop 
it. Or to shut up now and just go away. 

AJ: Now, let's talk about what they want you to drop. Let's talk about, 
without giving names, the people you deposed, what really happened, the 
picture you've got. You said earlier that Bush ordered this, they were 
simulating this which they now admit there were simulations on that 
morning. Let's go over what they don't want you to talk about, Stanley. 
SH: We have evidence both documentary as well as witness sworn statements 
from undercover former FBI agents, FBI informants, etc., that other 
officials in the Pentagon and the military and the Air Force that deal 
with the fact that there were many drills, many rehearsals for 9/1 1 before 
it happened. Bush had seen this simulated on TV many times. He blurted 
this out at a press conference in California a few months after 9/1 1 where 
he said he had, quote, seen the first plane hit the first building on the 
video. And that's not possible because there was no official video of 
that. There was one of the second plane not the first one. He had seen the 
first one. 

We do have some incriminating documents that Bush personally ordered 9/1 1 
events. It was well planned. A FEMA official has admitted on tape that he 
was there the night before - September 10th, that is ... 
AJ: And now Mayor Giuliani, a few months ago in the 91 1 Commission, 
admitted that - Tripod II. They had their whole command post already moved 
out of Building 7. Now, this is very, very important. This is a key area 
of this whole event. You said months before it came out on the CIA's own 
website and the Associated Press, you said I deposed people. They said 
there were drills that morning and exactly what happened, happening - that 
was the smoke-screen for the stand-down. And then to get out ahead of it, 
the CIA comes out and said yeah we were running a drill that morning. Now, 



we've learned that five, possibly six, were confirmed. Five of these - one 
drill with the exact same thing happening that actually happened, at the 
exact same time in the morning. That's why NORAD stood down with 24 
different blips on the screen. You've said this. You brought this up 
first. Now, I know you can't get too much into detail but can you tell us 
how you learned of this? 

SH: I have interviewed individuals in NORAD and the Air Force. I 
personally toured NORAD many years ago around the time that I worked for 
Dole. I'm very familiar with the operations at Cheyenne Mountain at 
Colorado Springs, where NORAD is. Individuals that work in NORAD as well 
as the Air Force have stated this, off the record, but the point is, yes, 
this was not just five drills but at least 35 drills over at least two 
months before September 1 1th. Everything was planned, the exact 
location 

AJ: But five drills that day. 

SH: That day, that day, and Bush thought it was a drill. That's the only 

explanation for why he appeared nonchalant 

AJ: We also had NORAD officers and civilian air traffic controllers going, 
"Is this part of the exercise? Is this a drill?" 
SH: Yes. 

AJ: On the tapes and in TV interviews, they thought it was, quote, a 
drill. 

SH: That's right. That's exactly what I said long before it became public. 

I've known about this since earlier in March of '03, as I stated before. 

This was all planned. This was a government ordered operation. Bush 

personally signed the order. He personally authorized the attacks. He is 

guilty of treason and mass murder. And now, obstruction of justice by 

attempting to use a federal judge and FBI agents to inhibit a legitimate 

civil lawsuit in this country, in federal court. Even a chief judge in 

this court tried to harass and threaten me personally for representing 

legitimate plaintiffs. And they got Clinton for allegedly lying under oath 

about Paula Jones and now - look what's happening now. And Ken Starr used 

to be across from me in Duke Law School in the early 70s and it's 

interesting that he got away with trying to get Clinton impeached, so we 

have a far worse criminal sitting in the oval office today - somebody 

guilty of mass murder as well as obstruction of justice. 

AJ: Well, I mean look, they say they never heard of a plan to fly planes 

into buildings - said it all over television - Rice, Bush, Cheney, 

Rumsfeld, Ashcroft. And then we find out they were running all these 

drills that morning. Even if they weren't involved, that proves they were 

liars about ever hearing of such a plan. 

SH: Well, I'm trying to take their depositions - I've been trying to take 
their depositions for months. They've been trying to object to it. They 
will have to admit they were either lying then or now. It's clearly 
perjury either way. They are liars and perjurers; that's what they are. 
These are the people that we have running this government and, of course, 
they knew about it. How are they going to claim now that they didn't know 
about these drills? Their idea is that nobody knew anything. It's the old 
know nothing mentality. And how anybody considers this believable is 
beyond me. 

AJ: Alright, now people ask how could a huge organization, how could the 
AWACs, how could the military let this happen; whereas before, if your 
Cessna got off course for five minutes, they would launch F-1 6s on you. 
It's real simple. It's what Stanley Hilton said here a year and a half 
ago. It's what came out in the news after that. The military, good people, 
were told this was all a drill. And it was not a drill. And ABC News 



admits that Cheney was in control of [?] out of the White House [?] and 
that he ordered the military to quote "do something." Our inside sources 
from Hilton and others say it was a stand down and they admit they will 
not release that under national security. Stanley? 
SH: Well they are going to admit it, they're going to release it in the 
court case because if you demand it under subpoena powers and they must 
release it. And part of our lawsuit is brought in the name of the U.S. 
because under the federal fraudulent [Claims Act], we accuse the Bush 
Administration of presenting a fraudulent claim to Congress. And under the 
statutes of Title 31 of the U.S. code, they must release this information. 
That's why they are trying to threaten me, harass me, invade my office, 
steal my files, commit blatant obstruction of justice and other crimes to 
try and prevent a legitimate civil suit from exposing these criminals and 
their acts of treason and mass murder. 

AJ: I think you need to publicly tell folks that you are not planning 

suicide. Would you like to tell folks that? 

SH: (laughs) I'm not planning suicide. I've got family and I'm not 

planning that but I don't like the threats I'm under - but I can tell you 

this, it's taking a toll emotionally on me and my staff. And particularly, 

when you get a threat from the chief judge of your own court. 

AJ: Why have you decided to go public again after a year of being under 

the radar? 

SH: Because the more and more evidence that I've been adducing over a year 
and a half has made it so obvious to me that this was now without any 
doubt a government operation and that it amounts to the biggest act of 
treason and mass murder in American history. I mean George Bush makes 
Benedict Arnold look like a patriot. He makes Benedict Arnold look like 
George Washington. I mean that's what we have - a criminal and a traitor 
sitting in the White House pretending he's a patriot, wrapping himself in 
the flag. And it's pretty disgusting because the other side of the 
so-called opposition, the Kerry camp is just saying nothing because 
they're afraid to speak. 
AJ: Stay right there. We'll be right back. 
BREAK 

AJ: Stanley Hilton will be with us for another 15 or 16 minutes. Then he's 
got to go into court. Bob Dole's former chief of staff, political 
scientist, lawyer, represents 400 plus plaintiffs - most of them victims 
of 9/1 1 . When I was in New York last week, everybody I was talking to, I 
mean 90 plus percent of them at ground zero - "I had family, I worked in 
the buildings, my son's a Navy Seal - he called the night before and said 
don't go to work." You know, all of this, and then now they never had any 
idea - and it turns out they had all these drills - and one drill of 
hijacked jets flying into the World Trade Center and Pentagon at 8:30 in 
the morning. That morning - come on people! And Stanley Hilton brought all 
this out on this show before it was in the mainstream news. And I was 
talking to him during the break. I mean, the harassment, the moles, the 
threatening of his staff, the judge threatening him. Stanley, let's get 
specifically into the documents that you have now got that they have now 
been robbing you for, that you luckily, thank God had copies. 
Specifically, Bush ordering this. Can you get into that for us - ordering 
9/11? 

SH: National Security Council classified documents which [garbled] and 
it's was part of a series of documents that were involved with the drill 
documents. This was all planned - they had it on videotape. These planes 
were controlled by remote control, as I stated previously a year and a 
half ago, there's a system called Cyclops. There is a computer chip in the 



nose of the plane and it enables the ground control, the military ground 
control, to disable the pilot's control of the plane and to control it and 
to fly it directly into those towers. That's what happened. It's also a 
technology used on what's called the Global Hawk, which is an aircraft 
drone - a remote-controlled aircraft. And they were doing it. We are 
talking about National Security Council classified documents that clearly 
indicated that [garbled] had a green light to order this to go and this is 
no drill. These drills that were running were clearly a dress rehearsal 
and this was a government operation. You wonder why these people are 
trying to threaten people and trying to intimidate people who have written 
this suit, I guess if you murdered 3000 of your own citizens, in 
conjunction with the corrupt Royal family of Saudi Arabia as Bush did. And 
if you then waste billions more on a worthless garbage war in Iraq, I 
guess you've got something to worry about and you want to threaten people 
to prevent it from coming out. 

AJ: I mean let's look at this. Not only are there dress rehearsals, they 
are smoke screens so the good military stands down and doesn't know what's 
happening. But it's now coming out, even in mainstream news, that yes 
these drills were going on. Yes, and some of these drills, quote, 
passenger-type jets were under remote control - this is decades old 
technology. In 1 958, NORAD was [ ] old jets and using them for target 
practice. Decades ago they flew jumbo jets from LA to Sidney Australia. So 
since that's going on, everybody knows that. And it's the same MO. Just 
like the first World Trade Center [bombing] where they get two retarded 
men who followed this blind sheik who had a tiny mosque above a pizza 
pallor. And they set them up as the patsies. Then the FBI cooks the bomb, 
trains the drivers. This informant goes, "You're not going to bomb the 
building? They go "Yeah, we're letting it go forward." He tapes them to 
protect themselves. The two retarded gentlemen, thank God, didn't park it 
up against the column, as the FBI instructed them to do, so it didn't 
bring down the tower - because you have to be right up against the column. 
That doesn't happen. Yet, it's the same thing with 9/1 1 . You've got these 
CIA agents, these Arabs, who were trained at U.S. military bases, 
Pensacola Naval Air Station - mainstream media, out creating their legends 
for this background. They're on board the aircraft. My military sources 
say nerve gas kills everybody on board the plane - nerve gas packets. Then 
they fly the planes into buildings. From your inside sources, is that 
accurate? 

SH: It's one of the things that we are looking into - that nerve gas or 
something else disabled people. It's possible. I can't say for sure to be 
honest with you... 

AJ: All you know is they were government agents and they were on board and 
the planes were remote controlled. 

SH: Yeah, it was basically a smokescreen. I mean, the events of the 
hijackings, how someone snuck in those cutters, it was a plant. It was 
like a classic decoy. I've got some military background. And it's called 
decoy. It's a decoy operation. You make the people focus on the decoy to 
avoid looking at the real criminals. So they are focusing on these 
so-called nineteen hijackers and saying, "Oh, it must have been these 
Arabs. When, in fact, the guilty person is at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue - 
sitting in the oval office. That's the guilty person. That's the one who 
authorized it. There is only one man who could have authorized this 
operation and that's Bush. And anyone at NORAD will tell you as I have 
been told personally at NORAD in the war control room, there is only one 
man who has the power to do this kind of thing and that's Bush. Even 
though many believe he's a puppet. And I think in many ways he is. The 



fact of the matter is where was [ ] Cheney, Rumsfeld and these other 
traitors. The fact is Bush personally ordered and he's guilty and liable 
and he's going to be re-elected apparently because the media's asleep and 
[garbled] for Bush. 

AJ: Well, the media is owned by the same military industrial complex that 
carried out the attacks. 

SH: Yeah, the media is only interested in maintaining the official 

government fantasy that this was a little lone Arab. These Arabs couldn't 

even steer that plane down a runway. 

AJ: Stay there Stanley, final segment coming up. 

BREAK 

AJ: Mr. Hilton, when you talk to these FBI agents, when you talk to these 
military men and women, what's their attitude? They've got to be pretty 
freaked out to have the big picture and know what actually happened on 
9/11. 

SH: Yes, you know it's like clouds just before a thunderstorm in the sense 
that they are sort of pregnant with rage. They are just enraged at the 
criminal politicians who have perverted and misused the government to 
murder its own citizens and pursue these dubious political ends. And many 
of them, in increasing numbers, are willing to talk and will talk under 
subpoena - but only under subpoena because the official party line of the 
government is shut up and don't talk to the trial lawyer. But more and 
more, they are very outraged that part of the government has done this to 
its own people, to its own people. I mean you have to go back to Stalin to 
see something - not even Hitler did this to his own people. You have to 
look at Stalin who murdered the Kulaks, the Russians for his own dubious 
gains. Also we've got - we have a Stalinist mentality in this country. 
And, if these people pose as patriots and wrap themselves in the flag, 
it's disgusting. 

I wanted also to point out that the Japanese television network, Asahi, is 
going to be airing a special on primetime tomorrow, on September 1 1th. 
They interviewed me for eight hours a couple of weeks ago. I'll be on 
that. I wish - of course, the America media don't care so they are not 
going to care. But in Japan, people are very serious in interviewing me 
and others. And we have a website now, called deprogram. info, if more 
people are interested: www.deprogram.info. 

But the other thing, I just wanted to say that if anything happens to me - 
and I don't know why - because I'm being threatened here now. And it seems 
you can't bring a case in this country anymore against criminals in power 
without being threatened. And this is how they operate. The stakes are 
pretty high when you've got a world historical level of treason and fraud 
by this government against it's own people. I guess this is what you have 
to expect. 

AJ: Stanley, the globalists, the new world order crowd, definitely intend 
to carry out more terror attacks. I know they would have carried out more 
attacks if we wouldn't have done what we've been up to, if you wouldn't 
have been out there boldly speaking out and many others. And then their 
electronic Berlin wall has a bunch of cracks in it now. Thanks to good 
people like yourself and many others who are speaking out and telling the 
truth. But do you think that they may carry out what they've been hyping - 
a suitcase nuke attack, a biological release to try to smokescreen all of 
this? I know it's a catch 22, you've got to expose the murderers. We've 
got to get the word out on this but some government people that I've talk 
to say, "Yeah, but if you do that, they are going to go even more hard 
core and must totally try to take over." But I say regardless, they are 
already doing that. So what do you say to that? 



SH: Well, yeah, I think they have an agenda. They have contingency plans. 
I think they are laying low now because there are an increasing number of 
people, like myself, who are openly challenging them and accusing them of 
criminal conduct. I think they would have done it again if we had not 
spoken up. I think they're planning, what they would like to do is silence 
any dissenters. That's why we are trying to get the Patriot Act declared 
unconstitutional in this lawsuit also. 

AJ: Let's talk about polls. In the beginning a patriot is a scarce man, 
hated and feared, but in time when his cause succeeds, the timid join him, 
because then it costs nothing to be a patriot. You are one of those guys 
who hit the barbwire for us, or figuratively jumped on the hand grenade 
for America. But when you've got a Zogby poll, who is highly respected, 
half of New Yorkers believe that the government was involved. When you 
have a Canadian poll, 63% on average believe that the U.S. government was 
involved. And some groups, as high as 76% in polls believe the government 
was involved. European polls, two-thirds show the same thing. We have 
German defense ministers and technology ministers and another member of 
their government now, three of them going public, known conservatives, and 
progressives. You have an environment minister, Michael Meacher, saying 
that if they didn't do it, they sure as hell knew what was going on. Look, 
if anybody who is a thinking person looks at the evidence, their official 
story is impossible. Then you investigate and they are involved in it. 
Comments to this massive awakening and what's happening. 
SH: Well, I think that's why they want the Patriot Act to suppress 
political dissent. They have to, they're anticipating, they are not dumb 
individuals. I know these people personally, Wolfowitz. These are criminal 
individuals but they are smart and so they anticipated political dissent. 
And that's why, like the Nazis, their forebears, and their blood brothers, 
the Nazis and the Stalinists, they're all for political repression. Every 
corrupt and criminal government has done this - they suppress their own 
people: Nazi Germany, Communist Russia, Mao Tse-Tung, that's why we have 
the Patriot Act. So it's hand in hand. They had it planned to go right up 
to September 1 1th, this was all part of the plan. You have to do it. It 
was part of my senior thesis. You must follow through the terrorists 
attacks with a political suppression mechanism in the law. And that's why 
they want Patriot I and Patriot II and their plans are to continue 
launching more terrorist attacks to justify even more repression. The goal 
is to make this a one party dictatorship in this country, to pursue their 
dubious ends with their blood brothers like the Saudi Royal family. And 
also, historical blood brothers, such as the Nazi Germany and the 
Communist Russian. That's the goal 

AJ: You've got to go in just a minute or two. But I wanted to also tell 
you about New York. Sound cannons that are used in Iraq, they're against 
us. Men in black ski masks. 41 ,000 police, accredited media being arrested 
randomly. Children being arrested, people in wheelchairs, 2000 plus people 
put in a camp with barbwire fences inside with no bathrooms. You had to 
have permission to go to the porta-potties. Police screaming at you. It 
had nothing to do with terrorism. They are openly setting the precedent 
for martial law. 

SH: Well, that's right, the word terrorist is now being overly broad and 
overly defined [garbled] and also, you know, it's like the word communist 
was used for anything during the McCarthy witch hunt. And anybody can be 
called a terrorist by Bush's definition. But the irony is that the number 
one terrorist in the world is living at the White House at the oval office 
today. That's the real irony. For sheer hypocrisy, I think he deserves the 
world prize and ought to be in the Ripley book, Believe It or Not, and the 



Guinness book of world records for sheer brazen chicanery and fraud. 
AJ: Let me ask you a question on this because this is the experience that 
I had. Watching television, watching the killers, watching those that are 
guilty, stand up there as our saviors is incredibly painful. It's like 
watching Ted Bundy being the judge at his own trial. I mean it is just 
painful to know who these people are. To see them putting America is a 
shredder. Now we are going to have forced psychological testing of every 
American, forced drugging, you know Pan-American unions, I mean it's just 
all happening, it's in our face, Stanley. 

SH: Yeah, it's very disturbing and as one who has studied the theory and 
concept of dictatorships, I personally interviewed Albert Speer, who was 
Hitler's armaments minister. I interviewed him in 1981 in Munich. And I've 
studied the psychology and history of totalitarianism and there is no 
question that it's very frightening. And it has, today, with high 
technology, albeit for the first time in history, the chance of having a 
world empire dominated by corrupt, technologically oriented government - 
an elite government. And they've got now what people like Napoleon and 
Hitler didn't have, which is the technological means to dominate not only 
their own country but others - the world. 

AJ: The answer is to expose them as the terrorists, to show how PNAC 
[Project for the New American Century] said we need helpful Pearl Harbor 
events, to show how Northwoods called for the exact 9/1 1 -style attacks, to 
show their own plans. And to force people to face this horror. What are 
they going to do in a year or two when 80% of us, not half of us, know the 
truth? 

SH: Well, that's why they want repression and, then again, the ancient old 
diversion, launch another terrorist attack to get people to pitch it away. 
I mean who knows what they'll do next. I mean their capacity for ingenious 
creation of these events is sort of untraveled. I mean there is no limit. 
My guess is they are going to try another stunt - maybe a stunt just 
before the election to justify getting Bush reelected. Although it seems 
like he is running against a straw man or a ghost right now, anyway. But, 
my guess is they'll try some other tactic to get people's attention away 
from 9/1 1 if it gets to be too much attention. What you really want is for 
the public to just lose interest because the public - and it's like 
remember the Alamo, you know, people don't forget things like that. To me 
it's like the Alamo, remember 9/1 1 , that ought to be the slogan for this 

outrageous act of treason. That's what it is. It's not 

AJ: We are at a crossroads, I don't think they anticipated this much 
resistance, Stanley. 

SH: Yeah, I hope they are truly wrong and as incompetent as they are 
corrupt and guilty. That means their incompetence is exceeded only by 
their corruption and their guilt. And eventually, if enough people are 
going to get outraged enough, these people in the bureaucracy and in the 
civil service and our military, and eventually we can get people under 
subpoena these individuals will be exposed. 
AJ: Stanley, their whole operation hinges on us being naive and not 
recognizing evil. This is what they got with Hitler and others. People 
couldn't recognize evil so they continued to repeat succumbing to it. We 
are recognizing it this time. We are putting our lives, our treasure, our 
future on the line for freedom because we cannot let these blood-thirsty 
control freak terrorists capture us and use us and turn us into the empire 
and have a draft and use us as their slaves to invade the planet. And 
that's their PNAC plan. Stanley Hilton, I know you've got to get to court. 
God bless you. I want to thank you for being here with us today. Can we 
get you back on next week? 



SH: Sure, just give me a call. 

AJ: God bless you my friend. Any closing comments? 
SH: My closing comments would be, I think people ought to just think about 
the consequence of having someone like Bush in the White House and the 
danger for the future that these sort of individuals pose. This is not 
just a historical event of the past. This is part of the plan and the 
camera is still rolling. They have an agenda. These individuals are 
extremely dangerous. They are armed and dangerous. They pose a clear and 
dangerous threat to every freedom-loving person not only American but in 
the whole world. 

AJ: You are absolutely right Stanley Hilton. They have captured the 
government. They have not captured the peoples' minds and they are 
counting on us not facing up to it. 

SH: And they are counting on the repressive Patriot Act and threats and 

chief judges and FBI agents threatening people who are exposing them. 

That's what they are counting on. 

AJ: But you're not backing down are you, my friend. 

SH: No, I'm not 

AJ: Well, we all stand with you, my brother, and God bless you. 
SH: All right. Thank you. 
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ILLSTON, J. 



*1 Defendants have filed a motion to dismiss plaintiffs' Second Amended Complaint pursuant to 
Fed.R.Civ.P. 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). The Court has deemed the motion submitted without oral argument 
pursuant to Local Rule 7- 1(b). Having carefully considered the papers submitted, the Court hereby 
GRANTS the motion for the reasons set forth below. 

BACKGROUND 

Plaintiffs, identified as "Taxpayers of the United States of America" and "United States Government," plus 
individuals Scott Munsun, Abel Ashes, Ralph Tibbs, and Stanley G. Hilton, filed a Second Amended 
Complaint on August 27, 2004, against President George W. Bush, Vice President Dick Cheney, CIA 
Director George Tenet, FBI Director Robert Mueller, National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, Attorney 
General John Ashcroft and the United States of America (collectively "defendants"). In their first cause of 
action, characterized as a "taxpayer 

suit under the Constitution," plaintiffs allege that defendants, in conspiracy with the government of Saudi 
Arabia, orchestrated the September 1 1 , 2001 attacks on the World Trade Center and Pentagon in order to 
gather public support for the military invasion of Iraq and persuade Congress to enact the U.S.A. Patriot 
Acts. Second Am. Compl. f 12. In addition, the individual plaintiffs allege violations of their constitutional 
rights: 

(1) plaintiff Scott Munsun alleges that federal park rangers at Baker Beach, San Francisco, stopped him 
from distributing literature critical of defendants and confiscated the literature; (2) plaintiff Abel Ashes 
alleges he was fired from his job at a Nieman Marcus department store in San Francisco for distributing 
anti-war literature; and (3) plaintiff Ralph Tibbs alleges that his veteran pension payment has been 
reduced by military expenditures. Id. at 1 14. [FN1] 

FN1 . In their Opposition brief, plaintiffs allege that on September 22, 2004, plaintiff Hilton's law office was 
broken into and files were searched and seized "under the auspices and authority of the unconstitutional 
U.S.A. Patriot Acts." Pis.' Opp'n at 2. Plaintiffs seek leave to amend the complaint to add another cause of 
action to address this conduct. 

In their second cause of action, plaintiffs allege that defendants violated the Fraudulent Claims Act, 31 
U.S.C. § 3729, by presenting false claims to Congress about the weapons capability of Iraq and the ties 
between the government of Iraq and Al Qaeda in order to divert federal taxpayer funds to the military 
campaign against Iraq. Id. at f 22, 25. Plaintiffs' third cause of action, under the Racketeer Influenced and 
Corrupt Organization Act ("RICO"), asserts that the Iraq war "has been a cover for racketeering activity" to 
generate income for defendants and the Halliburton and Bechtel companies. Id. at 1 25. For their first 
claim, plaintiffs ask the Court for an injunction prohibiting the Attorney General from enforcing the U.S.A. 
Patriot Acts, a declaratory judgment that the U.S.A. Patriot Acts and the military action in Iraq are 
unconstitutional, and an injunction removing defendants from office. Id. at ff 6-7, 16. They also seek, 
among other relief, reimbursement of the federal funds allegedly defrauded from Congress, reimbursement 
of the tax dollars gained by Halliburton and Bechtel, an order compelling defendants and their business 
associates to release all information concerning the genesis and execution of the September 1 1 attacks, 
and other damages. Id. at 1 1 -1 2. 

*2 Now before the Court is defendants' motion to dismiss the Second Amended Complaint. 
LEGAL STANDARDS 

1. Motion to dismiss pursuant to FRCP 12(b)(1) 

A motion to dismiss under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 1 2(b)(1 ) for lack of subject matter jurisdiction 
may either "attack the allegations of the complaint or may be made as a 'speaking motion' attacking the 
existence of subject matter jurisdiction in fact." Thornhill Publ'g Co. v. General Tel. And Elec, 594 F.2d 
730, 733 (9th Cir.1979) (citing Land v. Dollars, 330 U.S. 731, 735 n. 4, 67 S.Ct. 1009, 91 L.Ed. 1209. 
(1 947)). Where the jurisdictional issue is separable from the merits of the case, the court need only 
consider evidence related to the jurisdiction issue, and rule on that issue, resolving factual disputes as 
necessary. Id. (citing Berardinelli v. Castle & Cooke, Inc., 587 F.2d 37 (9th Cir.1978)). 



2. Motion to dismiss pursuant to FRCP 12(b)(6) 



Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), a district court must dismiss a complaint if it fails to state a 
claim upon which relief can be granted. The question presented by a motion to dismiss is not whether the 
plaintiff will prevail in the action, but whether the plaintiff is entitled to offer evidence in support of the claim. 
Scheuer v. Rhodes, 416 U.S. 232, 236, 94 S.Ct. 1683, 40 LEd.2d 90 (1974). In answering this question, 
the Court must assume that the plaintiff's allegations are true and must draw all reasonable inferences in 
the plaintiff's favor. Usher v. City of Los Angeles, 828 F.2d 556, 561 (9th Cir.1987). Even if the face of the 
pleadings suggests that the chance of recovery is remote, the Court must allow the plaintiff to develop the 
case at this stage of the proceedings. United States v. City of Redwood City, 640 F.2d 963, 966 (9th 
Cir.1981). 

If the Court dismisses the complaint, it must then decide whether to grant leave to amend. In general, 
leave to amend is only denied if it is clear that amendment would be futile and "that the deficiencies of the 
complaint could not be cured by amendment." Noll v. Carlson, 809 F.2d 1446, 1448 (9th Cir.1987) (quoting 
Broughton v. Cutter Laboratories, 622 F.2d 458, 460 (9th Cir.1980) (per curiam)); see Poling v. Morgan, 
829 F.2d 882, 886 (9th Cir.1987) (citing Foman v. Davis, 371 U.S. 178, 182, 83 S.Ct. 227, 9 L.Ed.2d 222 
(1 962)) (futility is basis for denying amendment under Rule 1 5). 

DISCUSSION 

1. Plaintiffs' First Cause of Action [FN2] 

FN2. Plaintiffs object to the exhibits defendants have submitted in support of their motion to dismiss. The 
exhibits consist of various orders in other district court cases and are not accompanied by a formal request 
for judicial notice. The Court declines to "strike" the exhibits as plaintiffs request, but does not rely on them 
for its decision. 

Defendants move to dismiss plaintiffs' first cause of action on grounds that (1) the claim presents a non- 
justiciable political question, and (2) plaintiffs lack standing to bring the claim. Under Article III of the United 
States Constitution, federal courts may only adjudicate actual "cases" and "controversies." U.S. Const., 
art. Ill, § 2. This "case or controversy" requirement imposes on federal courts a limitation known as 
"justiciability." See Barber v. Widnall, 78 F.3d 1419, 1422 (9th Cir.1996). The justiciability doctrines- 
standing, ripeness, mootness, and the political question doctrine- present a threshold question in every 
federal case because they determine the power of the court to entertain a suit. Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 
490, 498, 95 S.Ct. 2197, 45 L.Ed.2d 343 (1975). 

A. Political question doctrine 

*3 The political question doctrine arises out of Article Ill's "case or controversy" requirement and has its 
roots in separation of powers concerns. Baker v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 210, 82 S.Ct. 691, 7 L.Ed.2d 663 
(1962). Political question doctrine is based on the tenet that "certain political questions are by their nature 
committed to the political branches to the exclusion of the judiciary." United States v. Mandel, 914 F.2d 
1215, 1222 (9th Cir.1990). In Baker, the Supreme Court found six criteria to be considered in determining 
whether a case is a non-justiciable political question: 

Prominent on the surface of any case held to involve a political question is found a textually demonstrable 
constitutional commitment of the issue to a coordinate political department; or a lack of judicially 
discoverable and manageable standards for resolving it; or the impossibility of deciding without an initial 
policy determination of a kind clearly for nonjudicial discretion; or the impossibility of a court's undertaking 
independent resolution without expressing lack of the respect due coordinate branches of government; or 
an unusual need for unquestioning adherence to a political decision already made; or the potentiality of 
embarrassment from multifarious pronouncements by various departments on one question. Baker, 369 
U.S. at 217. Where one of these formulations is inextricable from a case, a federal court should dismiss 
the case on political question grounds. Id. 

Here, plaintiffs' first cause of action raises a non-justiciable political question. The text of the Constitution 
clearly confers authority over the military and foreign affairs to the executive and legislative branches of 
the government. U.S. Const., art. I, § 8, els. 11-16 (granting Congress the power to declare war and to 
provide for, organize, arm, maintain, and govern the military); U.S. Const., art. II, § 2 (providing the 
President shall be the Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces); see also United States v. Stanley, 483 
U.S. 669, 682, 107 S.Ct. 3054, 97 L.Ed.2d 550 (1987) (emphasizing "the insistence ... with which the 
Constitution confers authority over the Army, Navy, and militia upon the political branches"). In addition, 



there are no "judicially discoverable standards" for addressing plaintiffs' allegations. In order to determine 
the legitimacy of United States' military operation in Iraq or decide whether to enjoin defendants from 
withdrawing funds from the U.S. Treasury to finance the ongoing military activity, this Court would have to 
engage in decision-making on the basis of policy rather than law. That is not the role of the judicial branch, 
and federal courts have recognized the non-justiciability of similar questions. See, e.g., Doe v. Bush, 257 
F.Supp.2d 436 (D.Mass.2003), aff'd on other grounds, 323 F.3d 133 (1st Cir.2003); [FN3] Sarnoff v. 
Connally, 457 F.2d 809 (9th Cir.1972) (dismissing challenge to Vietnam war). 

FN3. Plaintiffs cite Doe for their argument that they are challenging past misconduct by the Bush 
administration rather than future possible misconduct. Pis.' Opp'n at 13-14. Doe was affirmed because the 
case was not "ripe" for judicial review, but the district court also found that it presented a political question. 

Plaintiffs argue that the case is not "political" because defendants are accused "of violating federal laws 
and abusing powers, i.e., committing illegal acts, not of political decision." Second Am. Compl. f 3. 
However, plaintiffs' characterization does not change the fact that the case is nonjusticiable. The facts 
alleged in the Second Amended Complaint deal directly with political branches' decisions in the realm of 
foreign and military policy. And in any event, the Supreme Court has expressly held that plaintiffs lack 
standing when they sue as citizens or taxpayers with a "generalized grievance" based on alleged 
government misconduct. See Warth v. Seldin, 422 U.S. 490, 499, 95 S.Ct. 2197, 45 LEd.2d 343 (1975). 
Plaintiffs' lack of standing is discussed further below. 

*4 Plaintiffs' first claim thus presents a non-justiciable political question. Therefore, this Court DISMISSES 
plaintiffs' this cause of action. 

B. Standing 

The doctrine of standing addresses whether "a party has a sufficient stake in an otherwise justiciable 
controversy to obtain judicial resolution of that controversy." Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 731 , 92 
S.Ct. 1361, 31 LEd.2d 636 (1972). Article III requires a litigant invoking the authority of the federal court to 
demonstrate: (1) an injury in fact, (2) a causal relationship between the injury and the challenged conduct, 
and (3) a likelihood that the injury will be redressed by a favorable decision. Vermont Agency of Natural 
Resources v. U.S. ex rel. Stevens, 529 U.S. 765, 771, 120 S.Ct. 1858, 146 LEd.2d 836 (2000); Lujan v. 
Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560-561 ,112 S.Ct. 2130, 119 LEd.2d 351 (1992); Oregon Advocacy 
Center v. Mink, 322 F.3d 1 1 01 , 1 1 08 (9th Cir.2003). 

Even if plaintiffs' claim did not present a non-justiciable political question, as discussed above, they would 
lack standing to bring their claim on behalf of all taxpayers or citizens. When the asserted harm is a 
"generalized grievance" shared in substantially equal measure by all or a large class of citizens, that harm 
alone does not warrant exercise of jurisdiction. Warth, 422 U.S. at 499. Unless there is a substantial 
likelihood that the plaintiff will suffer harm in the future, a plaintiff requesting injunctive relief cannot satisfy 
the Article III standing requirement. Canatella v. State of California, 304 F.3d 843, 852 (9th Cir.2002). 

Plaintiffs' taxpayer claim presents precisely the kind of "generalized grievance" barred under the standing 
doctrine. As the Supreme Court has stated, "suits premised on federal taxpayer status are not cognizable 
in the federal courts because a taxpayer's 'interest in the moneys of the Treasury is shared with millions of 
others, is comparatively minute and indeterminable." ' Asarco Inc. v. Kadish, 490 U.S. 605, 613-614, 109 
S.Ct. 2037, 104 LEd.2d 696 (1989) (quoting Forthington v. Mellon, 262 U.S. 447, 487, 43 S.Ct. 597, 67 
L.Ed. 1078 (1923)). Standing to sue may not be predicated upon an interest "held in common by all 
members of the public, because of the necessarily abstract nature of the injury all citizens share." 
Schlesinger v. Reservists Committee to Stop the War, 41 8 U.S. 208, 220, 94 S.Ct. 2925, 41 LEd.2d 706 
(1974); see also Bell v. City of Kellogg, 922 F.2d 1418, 1423 (9th Cir.1991). [FN4] Here, the injuries 
claimed by plaintiffs regarding the "loss of taxpayer revenues, emotional distress, [and] loss of government 
services" are all losses shared generally by the members of the public. Second Am. Compl. f 14. 
Therefore, plaintiffs lack standing to sue on behalf of all taxpayers. 

FN4. In their Opposition, plaintiffs argue that they have taxpayer standing under the principle of Flast v. 
Cohen, 392 U.S. 83, 88 S.Ct. 1942, 20 LEd.2d 947 (1968) and Valley Forge Christian College v. 
Americans United for Separation of Church & State, 454 U.S. 464, 102 S.Ct. 752, 70 L.Ed.2d 700 (1982). 



These cases reflect a narrow exception allowing taxpayer standing for challenges to government 
expenditures for violating the Establishment Clause. 

In addition, the individual plaintiffs lack standing to sue defendants for the conduct alleged: a violation of 
"free speech rights" to plaintiff Munsun from the confiscation of his anti-war literature by park rangers, the 
loss of plaintiff Ashes' job when defendants "communicated orders to Nieman Marcus to fire anyone who 
dissented from Bush's Iraq policies," and the reduction of military pensions to plaintiff Tibbs as the result of 
defendants' "expensive and wasteful" war spending in Iraq. [FN5] Id. at 1 14; Pis.' Opp'n at 17. Defendants 
argue that plaintiffs 

have failed to establish the required causal connection between these alleged injuries and these 
defendants' conduct, and the Court agrees. 

FN5. Plaintiff Hilton also claims as personal injury suffered the invasion of his law office and the ensuing 
search and seizure of files by federal agents under the Patriot Act in September 2004. Pis .' Opp'n at 17. 
However, in determining a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, "a court may not look beyond the complaint to 
a plaintiff's moving papers, such as a memorandum in opposition to a defendant's motion to dismiss." 
Schneider v. California Department of Corrections, 151 F.3d 1194, 1197 n. 1 (9th Cir.1998). As plaintiffs' 
new allegation is only raised in the Opposition, the Court will not consider it. 

*5 Defendants' motion to dismiss is GRANTED on this ground as well. [FN6] 

FN6. Plaintiffs allege the unconstitutionality of the U.S.A. Patriot Acts in the first cause of action and ask 
the Court to enjoin the Acts' enforcement and declare them unconstitutional. However, plaintiffs do not 
specifically allege what makes the Acts unconstitutional, and they do not challenge any specific provisions 
of the Acts. As pled, plaintiffs have not stated any claim regarding the Acts on which the Court could rule. 
Consequently, the Court does not address this issue. 

2. Fraudulent Claims Act 

Plaintiffs allege that defendants violated the Fraudulent Claims Act ("FCA") by presenting to Congress 
false and fraudulent claims that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destruction, that Osama bin Laden was 
"a live leader of a worldwide conspiracy to deploy WMD against the U.S. ... when in fact defendants knew 
that [he] had been killed many years before," and that the government of Iraq was linked to bin Laden and 
A1 Qaeda. Second Am. Compl.f 22. Defendants argue that, even if plaintiffs could surmount the 
justiciability obstacles to their suit, the Court lacks jurisdiction over their FCA claim, because of both 
sovereign immunity and the express terms of the FCA. Defs.' Mot. at 12. 

Under the doctrine of sovereign immunity, the United States is immune from suit unless it waives this 
immunity in a particular statute that grants a specific right of action against it. See United States v. Shaw, 
309 U.S. 495, 500-01, 60 S.Ct. 659, 84 L.Ed. 888 (1940); United States v. Sherwood, 312 U.S. 584, 586, 
61 S.Ct. 767, 85 L.Ed. 1058 (1941). The False Claims Act contains no such waiver. Sovereign immunity 
also bars suits against individual federal officers "if the judgment sought would expend itself on the public 
treasury or domain, or interfere with the public administration," or if the effect of the judgment would be "to 
restrain the Government from acting, or to compel it to act." Dugan v. Rank, 372 U.S. 609, 620, 83 S.Ct. 
999, 10 L.Ed.2d 15 (1963) (citing Larson v. Domestic & Foreign Corp., 337 U.S. 682, 69 S.Ct. 1457, 93 
L.Ed. 1628 (1947)). 

Here, plaintiffs have specifically sued the "United States of America," along with the President, Vice 
President, CIA Director, FBI Director, National Security Advisor, and Attorney General. They claim 
damages of loss of taxpayer money, denial and reduction in public services, loss of life, emotional distress, 
and federal budget deficits. Id. at 1 25. They ask the Court for an order compelling defendants to 
reimburse the U.S. Treasury for the federal funds allegedly defrauded from the Congress. For the Court to 
grant any of this relief, it must intervene directly in the administration of public funds and expenditures and 
compel the legislative and executive branches of government to spend government funds in particular 
ways. Thus, the claim is "against the sovereign," and is barred accordingly. 

In addition, the FCA states that "[n]o court shall have jurisdiction over an action brought under subsection 
(b) against a Member of Congress, a member of the judiciary, or a senior executive branch official if the 



action is based on evidence or information known to the Government when the action was brought." 31 
U.S.C. § 3730(e)(2)(A) (2004). [FN7] The defendants here are all "senior executive branch officials." 
Plaintiffs allege that members of one branch of government-the executive-defrauded members of 
another-the Congress-but their allegations are based entirely "on evidence or information known to the 
Government." Thus, the FCA expressly precludes jurisdiction over plaintiffs' claim. 

FN7. Plaintiffs' claim is brought under § 3730(b). 

*6 Therefore, plaintiffs' FCA claim is DISMISSED. 

3. RICO claim 

Plaintiffs also assert a violation of the RICO statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1961 et seq., alleging that the Iraq war 
and reconstruction are a cover to bring income to defendants, including defendant Cheney's former 
company Halliburton and Bechtel. Second Am. Compl. 1 25. Plaintiffs claim as damages the denial of their 
rights to receive federal services and funds, and the invasion of their privacy and constitutional rights by 
the defendants through the U.S.A. Patriot Acts. Id. at f 27. 

Defendants argue that this Court lacks jurisdiction over the RICO claim because of sovereign immunity. It 
is well-settled that "the United States is a sovereign, and, as such, is immune from suit unless it has 
expressly waived such immunity and consented to be sued." United States v. Shaw, 309 U.S. 495, 500- 
501, 60 S.Ct. 659, 84 LEd. 888 (1940); Hutchinson v. United States, 677 F.2d 1322, 1327 (9th Cir.1982); 
Beller v. Middendorf, 632 F.2d 788, 796 (9th Cir.1980). Here, the United States is a named defendant over 
which this Court lacks jurisdiction. Federal courts have held that "there can be no RICO claims against the 
federal government." Berger v. Pierce, 933 F.2d 393, 397 (6th Cir.1991); Robinson v. California Bd. of 
Prison Terms, 997 F.Supp. 1303, 1307 (C.D.Cal.1998). [FN8] The individually named defendants are also 
immune from suit because "the bar of sovereign immunity cannot be avoided by naming officers and 
employees of the United States as defendants." Larson, 337 U.S. at 688. Therefore, this Court is 
precluded by sovereign immunity from exercising jurisdiction. 

FN8. Plaintiffs cite various federal cases which they argue demonstrate the amenability of federal officials 
to RICO suits. See Pis.' Opp'n at 26. These cases are all criminal cases, in which federal officials were 
convicted under the criminal RICO statute-not defendants in civil RICO suits. 

Plaintiffs' RICO claim is dismissed accordingly. 

4. Plaintiffs' request to file a third amended complaint 

In their Opposition, plaintiffs request leave to file a third amended complaint "to specify exact actions and 
injuries being complained about by each plaintiff." Pis.' Opp'n at 2. In addition, they request leave to 
amend to split their first cause of action into two separate claims: "(A) a Bivens type of action directly under 
the U.S. Constitution and (B) a 'taxpayer' suit wherein the taxpayers sue in their status qua taxpayers." 
Pis.' Opp'n at 5. 

Leave to amend need not be granted when amendment would be futile and the deficiencies of the 
complaint could not be cured by amendment. See Reddy v. Litton Indus., 912 F.2d 291, 296 (9th 
Cir.1990); Noll v. Carlson, 809 F.2d 1446, 1448 (9th Cir.1987). Even if plaintiffs' complaint were amended 
a third time, the first cause of action split into two, and the alleged injuries better specified, the justiciability 
doctrines of standing and political question would still preclude this Court from exercising jurisdiction, and 
these defendants would remain immune from suit under the FCA and the RICO statutes. Therefore, this 
Court DENIES plaintiffs' request for leave to file a third amended complaint. 

The complaint is DISMISSED without leave to amend. 

CONCLUSION 

*7 For the foregoing reasons and for good cause shown, the Court hereby GRANTS defendants' motion to 
dismiss the Second Amended Complaint with prejudice. [Docket # 35] 



IT IS SO ORDERED. 
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Disbarment[edit] 

After several prior suspensions by the California State Bar, Hilton was disbarred from practicing 
law on June 16, 201 2, [7] for misconduct. 181 
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This member is prohibited from practicing law in California by order of the California Supreme Court. 
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Disciplinary and Related Actions 

Overview of the attorney discipline system. 

6/16/2012 Disbarment 

12/30/2011 Discipline w/actual suspension 
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State Bar Court proceedings. For further information about a case that is displayed here, please refer to the State Bar 
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contains only allegations of professional misconduct. The attorney is presumed to be innocent of any misconduct 
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10-O-03137 
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California Bar Journal Discipline Summaries 

Summaries from the California Bar Journal are based on discipline orders but are not the official records. Not all 
discipline actions have associated CBJ summaries. Copies of official attorney discipline records are available upon 
request . 

June 16, 2012 

STANLEY GOUMAS HILTON [#65990], 63, of San Francisco was disbarred June 16, 2012, and was ordered to 
make restitution and comply with rule 9.20 of the California Rules of Court. 

State Bar Court Judge Lucy Armendariz found that Hilton committed five acts of misconduct in two matters, and he 
was convicted of reckless driving. 

He represented a client who paid an advance $13,000 fee for two civil actions with contingency fee agreements. 
Hilton did not account for the fee and was ordered by the bar court to participate in fee arbitration, where he agreed to 
keep $1 ,994.25 in costs and refund $1 1 ,005.74 to the client. He stipulated that he neither accounted for the advance 
fee or refunded any money to the client. 

In a second matter, Hilton practiced law while suspended by accepting a $1 ,000 fee to handle a foreclosure matter. 
He told the client he was on inactive status because he was taking a sabbatical to write a book, but he advised the 
client what pleadings he should file and agreed to prepare them. He then prepared several legal documents. The 
client believed he was hiring a lawyer and Armendariz found that Hilton engaged in the unauthorized practice of law, 
collected an illegal fee and committed an act of moral turpitude by lying to the client. 

Hilton also pleaded no contest in 201 1 to reckless driving. The court found the circumstances surrounding the 
conviction do not constitute moral turpitude but do warrant discipline. 

In mitigation, Hilton stipulated to disbarment. He also was diagnosed as bipolar and participated in the State Bar's 
Lawyer Assistance Program and the Alternative Discipline Program. He was terminated from the ADP after 
committing further misconduct. 



He was suspended and placed on probation in 201 1 after stipulating to 27 acts of misconduct in eight matters and 
also was convicted of using offensive words in public likely to provoke a violent reaction, a misdemeanor. He falsely 
reported to police that his estranged wife had threatened to kill their three children. 

Armendariz said she was concerned about Hilton's "continuous course of misconduct" since 2005 as well as his 
violation of the previous suspension order. He "does not appear to understand the gravity of his misconduct and . . . 
put his interests above those of his clients," she wrote. 

December 30, 2011 

STANLEY GOUMAS HILTON [#65990], 62, of San Francisco was suspended for four years, stayed, placed on five 
years of probation with a three-year actual suspension and until he proves his rehabilitation and he was ordered to 
take the MPRE and comply with rule 9.20 of the California Rules of Court. The order took effect Dec. 30, 201 1 . He 
receives credit for a period of inactive enrollment that began April 5, 201 1 . 

Hilton was terminated from the Alternative Discipline Program for lawyers with substance abuse or mental health 
issues and became subject to a more severe discipline than had he completed the program. He practiced law while 
suspended during his participation in the program. 

He stipulated to 27 acts of misconduct in eight matters and also was convicted of using offensive words in public 
likely to provoke a violent reaction, a misdemeanor. He falsely reported to police that his estranged wife had 
threatened to kill their three children. 

In one matter, for example, he failed to perform legal services competently by not responding to a cost memorandum 
or telling his clients about it, he didn't prosecute a fraud case and by not responding to a Special Motion to Strike, a 
judgment was entered against his client. In another matter, he tried to mislead a judge by refiling in a court the same 
case that had been dismissed in another court without revealing to the new court that he had been disqualified as 
counsel in the matter. 

He repeatedly failed to perform legal services competently or keep clients informed of developments in their cases 
and he committed acts of moral turpitude three times. 

In mitigation, he had no prior discipline record and cooperated with the bar's investigation. 
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Stanley Hilton is also an author having written four books, including an unauthorized 
biography, 151 Bob Dole, American Political Phoenix (1 988); Senator for Sale (1 995), another 
biography which purports to reflect Hilton's deep animus towards Dole, 161 Glass Houses (1998), about 
congressional sex scandals; and To Pay or Not to Pay (2003). 

Hilton is a resident of Hillsborough, California, and in 2009 he sued San Francisco International 
Airport, 62 foreign and domestic airlines, the Town of Hillsborough, and San Francisco and San 
Mateo Counties for jet noise and air pollution and public nuisance caused by reverse jet engine 



propulsion on takeoff from the Northeast runway at San Francisco International Airport. In 1995 he 
ran for Hillsborough school board. 

Hilton has sued major banks for "predatory and fraudulent mortgage lending practices", accusing 
them of systematically bypassing and violating state and federal laws and being unable to prove 
assignment of loans. He has called for a complete collapse of the foreclosure "racket scam banking 
business" and called for its replacement by a new system of "Honest People's Banks." 

http://en.wikipedia.Org/wiki/9/11 conspiracy theories 

Chart of who "owns" the Federal Reserve 



Chart 1 

Federal Reserve Directors: A Study of Corporate and Banking Influence 
Published 1976 

Chart 1 reveals the linear connection between the Rothschilds and the Bank of 
England, and the London banking houses which ultimately control the Federal 
Reserve Banks through their stockholdings of bank stock and their subsidiary firms in 
New York. 

The two principal Rothschild representatives in New York, J. P. Morgan Co., and 
Kuhn,Loeb & Co. were the firms which set up the Jekyll Island Conference at which 
the Federal Reserve Act was drafted, who directed the subsequent successful 
campaign to have the plan enacted into law by Congress, and who purchased the 
controlling amounts of stock in the Federal Reserve Bank of New York in 1914. 

These firms had their principal officers appointed to the Federal Reserve Board of 
Governors and the Federal Advisory Council in 1914. In 1914 a few families (blood 
or business related) owning controlling stock in existing banks (such as in New York 
City) caused those banks to purchase controlling shares in the Federal Reserve 
regional banks. Examination of the charts and text in the House Banking Committee 
Staff Report of August, 1976 and the current stockholders list of the 12 regional 
Federal Reserve Banks show this same family control. 
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Chart 2 

Federal Reserve Directors: A Study of Corporate and Banking Influence 
- Published 1983 

The J. Henry Schroder Banking Company chart encompasses the entire history of the 
twentieth century, embracing as it does the program (Belgium Relief Commission) 
which provisioned Germany from 1915-1918 and dissuaded Germany from seeking 
peace in 1916; financing Hitler in 1933 so as to make a Second World War possible; 
backing the Presidential campaign of Herbert Hoover ; and even at the present time, 
having two of its major executives of its subsidiary firm, Bechtel Corporation serving 
as Secretary of Defense and Secretary of State in the Reagan Administration. 

The head of the Bank of England since 1973, Sir Gordon Richardson, Governor of the 
Bank of England (controlled by the House of Rothschild) was chairman of J. Henry 
Schroder Wagg and Company of London from 1963-72, and director of J. Henry 
Schroder,New York and Schroder Banking Corporation, New York,as well as Lloyd's 
Bank of London, and Rolls Royce. He maintains a residence on Sutton Place in New 
York City, and as head of "The London Connection," can be said to be the single most 
influential banker in the world. 
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F. C. Tiarks 
1874-1952 

I I 
marr. Emma Franziska 

(Hamburg) Helmut B. Schroder 

J. Henry Schroder 1902 
Dir. Bank of England 
Dir. Anglo-Iranian 

Oil Company J. Henry Schroder Banking Company N.Y. 



I 
I 

Henry Schroder Trust Company N.Y. 

I 
I 

I 



I I 
Allen Dulles John Foster Dulles 

Sullivan & Cromwell Sullivan & Cromwell 

Director - CIA U. S. Secretary of State 

Rockefeller Foundation 



Prentiss Gray 



Belgian Relief Comm. 
Chief Marine Transportation 
US Food Administration WW I 
Manati Sugar Co. American & 
British Continental Corp. 
I 

M. E. Rionda 



Pres. Cuba Cane Sugar Co. 
Manati Sugar Co. many other 
sugar companies. 

I 
I 

G. A. Zabriskie 



Lord Airlie 

Chairman; Virgina Fortune 
Ryan daughter of Otto Kahn 
of Kuhn,Loeb Co. 



Chmn U.S. Sugar Equalization 
Board 1917-18; Pres Empire 
Biscuit Co., Columbia Baking 
Co. , Southern Baking Co. 

Suite 2000 42 Broadway 



Edgar Richard 



Julius H. Barnes 



Emile Francoui 

Belgian Relief Comm. Kai 
Ping Coal Mines, Tientsin 
Railroad, Congo Copper, La 
Banque Nationale de Belgique 

I 

_ 

I 

Herbert Hoover 



Belgium Relief Comm 
Amer Relief Comm 
U.S. Food Admin 
1918-24, Hazeltine Corp. 



Belgium Relief Comm 
Pres Grain Corp. 
U.S. Food Admin 
1917-18, C.B Pitney 
Bowes Corp, Manati 
Sugar Corp. 



Chmn Belgium Relief Com 

U.S. Food Admin 
Sec of Commerce 1924-28 
Kaiping Coal Mines 
Congo Copper, President 
U.S. 1928-32 



John Lowery Simpson 



Sacramento, Calif Belgium Relief 
Comm. U. S. Food Administration 
Prentiss Gray Co. J. Henry Schroder 
Trust, Schroder-Rockefeller, Chmn 



Baron Kurt Von Schroder 



Schroder Banking Corp. J.H. Stein 



Fin Coram, Bechtel International 
Co. Bechtel Co. (Casper Weinberger 
Sec of Defense, George P. Schultz 
Sec of State (Reagan Admin) . 



Bankhaus (Hitler's personal bank 
account) served on board of all 
German subsidiaries of ITT . Bank 
for International Settlements, 
SS Senior Group Leader , Himmler ' s 
Circle of Friends (Nazi Fund) , 
Deutsche Reichsbank, president 



Schroder-Rockefeller & Co. , N.Y. 



Avery Rockefeller, J. Henry Schroder 
Banking Corp., Bechtel Co., Bechtel 
International Co. , Canadian Bechtel 
Company. 
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The David Rockefeller chart shows the link between the Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York,Standard Oil of Indiana,General Motors and Allied Chemical Corportion 
(Eugene Meyer family) and Equitable Life (J. P. Morgan). 



DAVID ROCKEFELLER 

Chairman of the Board 
Chase Manhattan Corp 



Chase Manhattan Corp. | 
Officer & Director Interlocks 



Private Investment Co. for America Allied Chemicals Corp. 

I I 

Firestone Tire & Rubber Company General Motors 

I I 

Orion Multinational Services Ltd. Rockefeller Family & Associates 



Gordon Richardson 



Governor, Bank of England 

1973-PRESENT C.B. of J. Henry Schroder N.Y. 
Schroder Banking Co., New York, Lloyds Bank 
Rolls Royce 



Chart 3 



ASARCO. Inc 

I 

Southern Peru Copper Corp. 

I 

Industrial Minerva Mexico S.A. 

I 

Continental Corp. 

Honeywell Inc. 

I 

Northwest Airlines, Inc. 

I 

Northwestern Bell Telephone Co. 

I 

Minnesota Mining & Mfg Co (3M) 

American Express Co. 

I 

Hewlett Packard 

I 

FMC Corporation 

I 

Utah Intl' Inc. 

Exxon Corporation 

I 

International Nickel/Canada 

I 

Federated Capital Corporation 
Equitable Life Assurance Soc U.S. 

Federated Dept Stores 

I 

General Electric 

I 

Scott Paper Co. 

I 

American Petroleum Institute 

I 

Richardson Merril Inc. 

I 

May Department Stores Co. 

Sperry Rand Corporation 

San Salvador Development Company 



Chrysler Corp. 

I 

Intl' Basic Economy Corp. 

I 

R.H. Macy & Co. 

Selected Risk Investments S.A. 

Omega Fund, Inc. 

I 

Squibb Corporation 

Olin Foundation 

I 

Mutual Benefit Life Ins. Co. of NJ 

AT & T 

I 

Pacific Northwestern Bell Co. 

I 

BeachviLime Ltd. 

I 

Eveleth Expansion Company 

Fidelity Union Bancorporation 

I 

Cypress Woods Corporation 

I 

Intl' Minerals & Chemical Corp. 

I 

Burlington Industries 

I 

Wachovia Corporation 

I 

Jefferson Pilot Corporation 

I 

R. J. Reynolds Industries Inc. 

United States Steel Corp. 

I 

Metropolitan Life Insurance Co. 

I 

Norton-Simon Inc. 

I 

Stone-Webster Inc. 
Standard Oil of Indiana 



Chart 4 



Federal Reserve Directors: A Study of Corporate and Banking Influence 
- Published 1976 



This chart shows the interlocks between the Federal Reserve Bank of New York J. 
Henry Schroder Banking Corp., J. Henry Schroder Trust Co., Rockefeller Center, Inc., 
Equitable Life Assurance Society ( J.P. Morgan), and the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Boston. 



Alan Pifer, President 
Carnegie Corporation 
of New York 



Carnegie Corporation 

Trustee Interlocks 

I 

Rockefeller Center, Inc J. Henry Schroder Trust Company 

I I 

The Cabot Corporation Paul Revere Investors, Inc. 

I I 

Federal Reserve Bank of Boston Qualpeco, Inc. 

I 

Owens Corning Fiberglas 

New England Telephone Co. 

I 

Fisher Scientific Company 

I 

Mellon National Corporation 

I 

Equitable Life Assurance Society 

Twentieth Century Fox Corporation 

I 

J. Henry Schroder Banking Corporation 

Chart 5 
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This chart shows the link between the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, Brown 
Brothers Harriman,Sun Life Assurance Co. (N.M. Rothschild and Sons), and the 
Rockefeller Foundation. 



Maurice F. Granville 
Chairman of The Board 
Texaco Incorporated 



Texaco Officer & Director Interlocks 



L Arabian American Oil Company 

0 I 

N Brown Brothers Harriman & Co. 

D | 

0 Brown Harriman & Intl ' Banks Ltd. 
N 

American Express 

N. American Express Intl' Banking Corp. 
M. 

Anaconda 

R 

0 Rockefeller Foundation 

T I 

H Owens-Corning Fiberglas 

S I 

C National City Bank (Cleveland) 
H 

1 Sun Life Assurance Co. 
L 

D General Reinsurance 
General Electric (NBC) 



Liggett & Myers, Inc. 

I 

I 

St John d'el Ray Mining Co. Ltd. 

National Steel Corporation 

Massey-Ferguson Ltd. 

Mutual Life Insurance Co. 

Mass Mutual Income Investors Inc. 

United Services Life Ins. Co. 

Fairchild Industries 

Blount, Inc. 

William Wrigley Jr. Co 

National Blvd. Bank of Chicago 

Lykes Youngstown Corporation 

Inmount Corporation 



** Source: Federal Reserve Directors: A Study of Corporate and Banking Influence. 
Staff Report, Committee on Banking,Currency and Housing, House of 
Representatives, 94th Congress, 2nd Session, August 1976. 
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